http'7/www.english.ucla.edu/minkova/ Haspelmath's paper highlights the overlap between constraints formulated and used in OT and the more familiar functional notions of ease/clarity, or economy/redundancy governing language use. The overlap, he argues, cannot be explained as a natural consequence of the OT constraints, as these are currently conceptualized, nor is it predictable within traditional functionalism. Taking the Darwinian evolutionary pattern of generation, testing, and selection of variants as a conceptual and methodological model, he seeks to identify ways in which language structure and language change can also be viewed as the result of functional selection. The paper calls for a theory of diachronic adaptation and provides a concise emergent view of what such a theory should address and on what terms. The thesis is thought-provoking and appealing from a general philosophical point of view, and particularly relevant to the work of linguists who endeavor to reconstruct earlier language states and explain language change.
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My brief comments will focus (a) on the similarities bewteen the goals of the proposed theory and current work in OT, (b) on the practical application of the principle of functional selection in language, and (c), on the difficulty of drawing a clear-cut line between proximate mechanisms and causal explanations in diachronic linguistics.
1
The first point is prompted by Haspelmath's statement that "the intuitive coincidence between "good" in the sense of "optimal with respect to OT constraints" and "good" in the sense of "good for the language user" has not been captured in mainstream versions of OT" ( § 1), and that "to my knowledge nobody has so far made an attempt to explain OT constraints in a systematic fashion" ( §2). Rhetorically, these may be justifiable stage-setting remarks, and the qualification "mainstream" allows for individual interpretations. However, bridging the gap between the formal approach of OT on the one hand, and vague functionalism on the other, is not a novel idea; in phonology it has never been out of fashion. The paper's message of a new theoretical direction in diachronie studies can be augmented, and possibly modified, by recognizing the rapprochement between the study of quantifiable external functional factors and the modeling of language structure in OT, as developed in the work of e.g. Kaun (1995 ), Flemming (1995 , Hayes (1999) , and the rich and enlightening acquisitionist work within OT. Since OT provides for incorporation of the principles of markedness into the theoretical model, it is easy to see how user-based ''goodness" has in fact been taken very seriously by the theoreticians of the last decade.
The approach defended in Hayes' ground-breaking phonetically-driven phonology (1999) 2 bridges the gap between functionalism and formalism which Haspelmath is also aiming to do. The important point about recognizing this type of work is that it goes far beyond the more general theoretical functional constructs of Economy, Phonetic Efficiency, Frequency ( §6.6); the work accomplishes synchronic descriptions that conform fully with Haspelmath's vision of how grammatical OT constraints arise. Ideally, therefore, a welldefined synchronic constraint would not be just parallel to, but identical with, the proximate cause for linguistic change.
In that context, it is somewhat surprising to read Haspelmath's assertion that "we cannot understand synchronic language without taking into account its diachronic evolution" (end of §4). As a practicing historical linguist I applaud the appeal to the profession to look more closely into diachronic data and accounts. However, taken literally, the statement runs the risk of going overboard; synchronic models in the social sciences do not have to rely on evolutionary information.
3 Moreover, the inverse proposition is also true: we cannot understand diachronic adaptation without reference to the synchronic language properties. Establishing the external, physical, cognitive, or psychological parameters underlying the constraints defined by OT sync/ironically may not be sufficiently explanatory in terms of language evolution in the most general sense of "evolution", yet in practice we know, and this is confirmed by the methodology and argumentation used by Haspelmath, that the study of 2 The paper was written for the 1996 Milwaukee Conference on Formalism and Functionalism in Linguistics and has been available on ROA since October 1996.1 am using this publication as a representative of a whole series of research projects carried out in the 90ies aiming to define the phonetic substance of OT constraints.
3 Once again, the statement may be taken as a purely rhetorical one; my point is then not to criticize, but to use the statement as a reinforcement of the position that the proposed theory and current empirically grounded work in OT share their goals and should recognize and share their results.
adaptive historical change must rely on the well described synchronic structural properties of language. Since grammatical constraints "are ultimately based on the constraints on language users" ( § 3), the theory aims to account for the historical options and choices made by the speakers, and the assumption is that these "lost" speakers share user optimality with us in the best uniformi tari an tradition. In that sense empirically grounded and testable post-hoc models of synchronic OT constraints are also the best tool for investigating language history.
The programmatic character of Haspelmath's proposal naturally leads to some unanswered questions. One such cluster of questions has to do with the practical application of the proposed adaptive theory. How are we equipped to distinguish between likely and unlikely evolutionary routes? For phonology, the example of possible historical structural variation between the [-z] and [-s] realization of the plural suffix -s, ( §5), admittedly spurious, attributes the selection of [kxts] over the heterovoiced [kaetz] to energy-saving assimilation. This is straightforward, though admittedly reductionist -even if it is "good" reductionism in the sense of Dennett (1995:80-85 [tak] ), the difference between the evolutionary, adaptive account and the familiar phonetically-based accounts disappears, and with it the difference between the intended explanation and the identification of a proximate mechanism> namely the difficulty of pronouncing voiced obstruents in coda position. In other words, adding the evolutionary dimension to No VOICE CODA, while certainly reassuring in terms of the solidity of the constraint and the correctness of our reconstructions, has not explained why the non-optimal [tag], generated through random variation in the first place, survived for a long time. What allowed No VOICE CODA, to be violable for a long historical period?
3 The logic of the situation dictates that there should be 4 In fact, the reconstructable form is [katss] . Poking further into the details of the example we might ask how and why a violation of DEPIO (Tableau 1) is tolerated for bushes but appears fatal for stones? It is not immediately clear how a theory of adaptation will handle the problem without the crutches of local reranking, but that again would take us into the realm of proximate mechanisms, and not ultimate causation.
5 Another way of dealing with the OHG situation would be to posit two contradictory constraints, No VOICE CODA and VOICE CODA, the latter reflecting the randomly generated and apparently well integrated [tag] . Haspelmath rejects the possibility of contradictory constraints, but such constraints have, in fact been posited and used in OT. More specifically, the ONSET constraint referred to in the paper has been argued to co-exist with No ONSET (Hammond 1997: 52-54), and their ranking with respect to each other determines the winning form.
an opening gambit in the process of selection of options, but the real conundrum is the postulation of an option which runs against the post-hoc knowledge we have accumulated. If user optimality is universal, how are we to deal with the coexistence of two conflicting forms without invoking constraint ranking and re-ranking? The two phonological examples I have cited do not make it clear how the adaptive approach proposed in the paper elucidates the constraints; it is rather the case that the constraints and their violability help us understand the historical process. Or is this just a benign loop helpful to both the synchronic and the diachronic enterprise in linguistics? One would like to think so.
My last point is a reprise of the observation that the theory needs to be more specific about the line between proximate mechanisms and causal explanations. A charge often leveled against practitioners of other fields who take evolutionary theory as a model, such as biology, history, human behavior, is that the distinction between the two is overlooked, if it is present in the researcher's mind at all (Diamond 1997: 108-109) . Haspelmath presents his theory with the intention of providing causal explanations, yet in practice, user optimality is accounted mainly in terms of proximate physiological, cognitive, psychological, and even social mechanisms. Saying that No VOICE CODA arose because of the physical hardship involved in producing a voiced obstruent in the coda does not tell us why a number of other options were not taken to remedy the situation, e.g. vocalization and dipthongization or the addition of a vowel. The difficulty we still face, I believe, is that of drawing the line between Darwinian type evolution and what we know as individual mechanisms and patterns of language change. However, for most of us, practitioners of language reconstruction, projecting present linguistic knowledge into the past, identifying and theorizing about the proximate mechanisms of change is a respectable professional undertaking. This is not to say that the formulation of a coherent theory of diachronic adaptation which offers empirically verifiable explanations of linguistic evolution is not a most desirable goal.
